REMARKS 



in the presem paiait application, claims ] -20 were presciued for cxaminaiioiL Applicani 
has amended claims 1-4, 6, 8, 12-15, IS and cai-ceHcd claims 9, it), U, 1.6, 19 and 20, Applicaxsi 
respeclMl y reques ts recansideration of the cl aims in view of the following repiarks. 

Applicarst has an^endcd the claims to more succinctly claim parlicala?: aspects of ihs 
iBvcntiori. Support foy the aineridmerits is fauftd in the specilication and the original dmmn. 
Accordmgly, appliicant submits thai rso new matter has been introduced by the amendments. 

Applicant has eancdied claims 9, 10, II, 16, 1.9 and 20. Accordingly, the rejections of 
claims 9, 10, 11, 1.9 and 20 are now moot. 

Clmm 6 was objected to because fhejcg wa,s no antecedent basis in the pam>t elai.vn Ibr 
condijciive particles. Independent claim I ftom which, claim 6 depends was amended to include 
the words '"conductive particles. Accordingly, the objection to claim 6 is now moot 

Claims 1. and 13 were rejected under 35 tJ.S;C. § 102(e) based on Boskamp (U.S. Patent 
Application P\rblication No. 2003/02060 1 7.). 

Indepeudent claim 1, as amended, recites in part: " & gradient tube extending along an 
axis, the tube inchiding .first and second gradient coils and a conductive compooiTd disposed 
betweets the first and second gradient coils, the condaciive compound being a giue having a 
plumiity of condaciive particles therein, at least a portion of the plurality of conductive panicles 
being in a range of 1-lOum. m diameter, the plurality of conductive particles configured to limit a 
current .flowing through the conductive compound to less than .1.0 rnicroamps to reduce 
electrostatic discharges in the glue." 

Referring to Boskamp, the reference is directed to a magnetic resonance imaging system. 
Bostop, however, does not provide any teacliixjg of ; "the tube including .first and second 
gradieni coils and a odndUctive compound disposed between the first and second gradient coils, 
the conductive con-spoond being a glue having a plurality of conduci ve particles therein,, a i least 



a portion of the plurality of condijctive particles bemg m a raage of I-IOurn in diam^Jter, the 
pImKty of condBctive partiGles configured to limit a current flowing through the conductive 
eompouttd to \m thm 1 0 rnicroarnps to reduce electrostatic discharges in ihe glue?', as recited m 
claim 1, 

Accordirsgly, because Jiloskamp does not teach, each and evxjry litnitalion of claim I , 
applicant submits that claim 1 is allowahk over this xcference, 

Indeperujent cMm 13, as amended, reciles in part: "disposing a conductive compound 
betwecri the first gradient coil and a second gradient coil, the conductive compound being a glue 
having a prnmhty of conductive particles therein, at least a portion oftlie plurality of conductive 
particies being in a range of I-lOpni in diameter, tbe plurality of conductive particles con.rigured 
to limit a current Oowmg through the coriductive compound to less than a pRxieterrnined value to 
reduce electrostatic discbarges m the gbe, the conductive compound further haying a chemical 
hardening compound tllersin." 

Referring to Boskanip, the reference does not provide any teaching of : "disposing a 
conductive compoond between the first gradient coil and a second gradient coil, the conductive 
compound bcsng a gtue havnig a ph.iraHiy of conductive panicics tberem, at least a portion of the 
plurali ty of ci^aductive particles being m a range of 1-lOfiJU in diameter, the plurality of 
coiKkictive pasticies configuitxi to lirnil a current flowing through the conductive compound to 
less than a predeiemiined value to reduce electrostalic discharges in the glue, the conductive 
compound farther having a chemical hardening compound therein", as recited in claim 13. 

Accordingly, because Boskamp does: not teach each and every hmhation of claim 13, 
applicant submits that claim 13 is allowable over this reference. 

Claims 2, 3, 15 and 17 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § I03{a) based on Boskamp in view 
of Kath O.J.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0121965). 



Com moB Ownership 



The pi-eseui application serial number I {!/707,907 and Boskamp (U-S- Patent Application 
No.- 10/138,858} wen?, at the time the iaveotion of application ssrial number 10/707,907 was 
made, subject 10 an. obligttion of assigmnent to GE Medical Systems Global Tectaotogy 
Cempaiiy, IXC, 

Accordingly, applicam respectful submits that pttREoaftt to 35 U.S.C. §r03(c), .Boskamp 
is disqualiHod as a relereBce imder 35 U,S,C, §1 03(a), Thus, applicant submits; that claims 2, 3, 
15, 1 7 m allowable over the combinalion of Boskamp and Kulh. 

Claims 4 and 16 were rejected ojider 35 U.S.C § 103(a) based on. Boskamp in view of 
Kuth and further In view of Datnadian (U,S< PatetitNo. 6,973 J 11 ), As discussed above, 
Boskamp is disqualifiai as a reference under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). Accordingly, applicant submits 
that claim 4 is aliowabie -over the combinaliou of Boskamp and. Kath and Daxnadian, 

Claim S was rejected under 35- U.-S.C-. § 1G3(a) based on Boskamp in view ofKuth and 
-further in view ofLehne et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,235,283). As discussed atoove,. Boskamp is 
disqualified as a reference under 35 U.S,C. §1 03(a). Accordingly, applicant submit^ that claim 5 
is allowable over the combination of Boskamp, Kuih and. Lehne ct al. 

Claims 6, 7 and 18 were rejected -under 35 U.S.C. § .103(8) based on Boskamp In view of 
Kiith. A?i discussed above, Boskatnp is disqualified as a reference under 35 U.Ml §i03(a). 
Accordingly, applicant submits that claims 6, 7 and 1 S are allowable over the combination of 
Boskamp and Kuth- 

Claim B was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) based on Botonp in view of K.mb and 
further in view of Damadian, As discussed, above, Boskamp is dlsqualiSed as a reference under 
35 U.S.C. §103(a). Accordingly,, applicant submits that clai.m 8 is allowable over the 
combination of Boskanip, Knth, aad Damadian, 



Cl&mi 12 was rejected under 3 5 U.S.C. § 103(a) based on Boskamp in vi^w of Deais et al. 
As discussed above, Bosk.Mnp is disquahfied as a reference under 35 O.S.C, § 103(a). 



Accordingly, appHcaat submiis feat claim 1.2 is allowable over th« combinatiors of Boskanjp md 

Claim 14 was xejocied imdor 35 Ij.S.C. § 103(a) based on Bosk^mp in v;bw of Lehne et 
at As discussed alK>vc% Boskainp is disqualified as a reference under 35 U.S.C", § 103(a), 
AceoRiingly, applicarst subrniis that claim 14 is allowable over the combinatkm ofBoskamp and 
Lehne el al 

In view of the Ibregoing remarks, applieani respect&lly submits that the instant 
application k in condilion for allowance. Such action is most earnestly solicited^ Ifforiuiy 

reason the Examiner feels that corisultatior! with applicant's attoniey wodd he helpfbl in the 
advancement of the prosecution, too fixarniner is invited, to call the telephone n anther below for 
an interview. 

If iher-e are any charges disc with respect to this response docu.mont or otherwise, please 
charge them to :i3eposil .Account No. 07-0845. 



Respectfully Submitted, 
CANTOR C()L,BIJRN Ii..P 




Dale; April I 8,2{)07 
Caritor Colburn, .l.hP 



248--524-23U0 ext. 3109 
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